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Telephone Interview Summary 

Telephone Interview Date and Time : 12/02/2004 2:00pm 

Participants : Chih-Ching Chow, John Chavis (Primary Examiner), Paul HIetko 

(Attorney), Frank Nicholas (Attorney, Reg. No. 33983) 

Case Number : 10/042,493 

Filing Date : 01/09/2002 

Inventor : James M. AAcArdle 

Assignee : IBM 

Summary: 

• For 112(2) rejection for claim 1 : 

Attorney explained that the 'capture a system command environment' means 
'capture all parameters for a system command', for item (c), the 'adding at 
least one parameter string', actually means 'changing the command by adding 
a parameter string*. For example, for a ping command, if the original ping 
command is to ping 108.06.0, the system command would store the entire 
command to the array and still using the command 'PINS*, so when entering 
the PINT command with another parameter to it, ping 108.05.0, the system 
would actually ping both system addresses 108.06.0 and 108.05.0. 
Examiners' comments : 

Chih: The 112(2) sustains, since the spec does not teach the current 
invention is 'changing' the command. 

John: "I would give a 112(1) rejection at the first place", the spec does not 
support the claims, the inventor 'borrowed' the IBM WebSphere concept as 
his own invention, the inventor put general' information in paragraphs 17-20 
and failed to put specific teachings to this invention. 

• For 103 rejection: 

Attorney argued that Padawer's disclosure. does not 'capture' the original 

command plus additional parameter. 

Chih: 

See Padawer's column 2, lines 6-15. Padawer's disclosure CAN include 
implementing external command with additional parameters. 
John: 

"I don't see anything wrong with the 103 rejection", since it's not clear in the 
spec therefore the argument can't overcome the 112(2) and 103 rejections. 
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Conclusions: 

No agreement was reached. 

Attorney will submit a formal written spec to include the details of the teaching 
for the application. Attorney will also add the related case number 10/042,494 to 
the spec. 



